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An interplanetary love story – of Billie and Spike, of the past and the future; a traveler’s tale; a hymn to the beauty of the world: The Stone Gods is Jeanette Winterson at her brilliant best. Playful, passionate, polemical, and frequently very funny, this is a novel that will change forever the stories we tell about the earth, about love and about stories themselves. 





Een interplanetair liefdesverhaal – over Billy en Spike, over het verleden en de toekomst; een reisverhaal; een lofzang op de schoonheid van de wereld: De stenen goden is Jeanette Winterson op haar briljanst. Speels, gepassioneerd, controversieel, en vaak heel grappig. De stenen goden is een roman die voor altijd de verhalen zal veranderen die we vertellen over de aarde, over liefde en over verhalen zelf. 

























In this thesis I argue that Pieree Bourdieu’s elaborate theory on the literary field provides an interesting deepening of David Damrosch’s theory of world literature. I argue that the two theories are similar is some respects though they use different terms – the literary field versus the literary system; the changing literary views in a given culture; the question of who determines what is literature. I argue that Bourdieu’s notions provide a deeper understanding of the workings of world literature. I will demonstrate this by means of a study of the publication of the Dutch translation of The Stone Gods by Jeanette Winterson.
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‘The Stone Gods is a vivid, cautionary tale –  or, more precisely, a keen lament for our irremediably incautious species’ – The Guardian

‘She is a kind of magician. She can do anything’ – Ali Smith​[1]​

According to the English newspaper The Guardian and author and friend Ali Smith, Jeanette Winterson’s new novel The Stone Gods (2007) is supposedly a brilliant work of fiction. Though these quotes did not appear on the first print-run of the English edition of The Stone Gods, they were printed on the book cover of the Dutch edition, translated as De stenen goden (2007). If one is to believe all blurbs on all book covers, every work ever published is both brilliant and worth reading. Nevertheless, blurb and quotations influence how the works are viewed by readers and professionals in the book trade alike. The French sociologist, Pierre Bourdieu, has written several seminal articles on the way this influence works in what he terms the “field of cultural production” In The Field of Cultural Production (1993) his best known articles on art and literature are collected.
	Bourdieu proposes that any cultural field is embedded in a field of power that in turn is embedded in a field of class relations (1993). The field of power and the field of class relations thus dominate the cultural field. It is not autonomous but influenced by what happens in the outside fields. According to Bourdieu, the degree of autonomy is the degree of public success of any field. 
The literary field consists of certain positions that agents who are active in the field occupy. By taking over other positions agents manifest themselves in the field. These position-takings are an attempt to gain possession of a certain “capital.” In all fields there is an ongoing struggle for power. What is at stake in the literary field is the authority to determine what is to be considered “literature.” Because of the continuous attempts and successes of agents in the literary field to take over other positions, the field and thus the belief of what is literature are ever changing. Bourdieu therefore argues that it is imperative to reconstruct a field in order to be able to understand the value of a work in a given time or society. The struggle gives the field a temporal dimension. The belief of what is to be considered literature is created in the struggle. 
	The value of a literary work, then, does not exist by and of itself, but it depends on the ruling beliefs in the literary field and the value that agents in the field attribute to the work: ‘The work of art exists as such only by the virtue of the (collective) belief which knows and acknowledges it as a work of art’ (35).  Because of this, works of art are symbolic objects and one therefore has to take into account not only the material production of a literary work but also its symbolic production. The symbolic production is the “belief” in the value of the work. Often the two types of production overlap.
	The positions which agents occupy in the field are dependent on their dispositions, or, as Bourdieu terms it, their habitus, ‘which generates practices and perceptions’ (5). A habitus is build up from early childhood. Factors such as class, gender and, education may influence an agent’s habitus and thus his dispositions. Dispositions may be seen an agent’s views, which are coloured by their habitus. Agents can obtain economic, social, or cultural capital. They can apply such capital in a more or less conscious strategy to consecrate a work of art. But these judgments of the value of a work can only be given on the basis of the agent’s own position in the field and the credit other agents give him. Therefore, the entire field of production gives a reputation to an agent or a work of art. Consecrated authors become part of the “general culture” recognized by the general public. Works attain this public meaning by their production, circulation and consumption as determined by the position agents occupy in the field. The works that become recognized by the general public eventually become canonized. 
	Bourdieu does not discuss canonization extensively. He does say that canons change over time, as the beliefs of what is to be considered literature in the literary field change. David Damrosch, professor of English and Comparative Literature at Columbia University, underlines this. Although Damrosch specializes in English and comparative literature rather than sociology, he too claims that canons and literary views change over time as cultures and their literary systems change. Damrosch applies this to the notion of world literature and claims that changing canons and changing literary views affect what is to be considered world literature.
	Works of world literature are often thought of as only canonized works. Damrosch defines world literature differently: ‘I take world literature to encompass all literary works that circulate beyond their culture of origin, either in translation or in their original language. [The work] is actively present within a literary system beyond that of its original culture’ (Damrosch 2003: 4). Defined as such, world literature makes up a huge corpus, which results in the immediate problem of how to read and analyse it. Damrosch solves this problem by terming world literature a mode of reading rather than a corpus. His view of world literature can be rendered as follows:	
1.	World literature is an elliptical refraction of national literatures;
2.	World literature is writing that gains in translation;
3.	World literature is not a set canon of texts but a mode of reading: a form of detached engagement with worlds beyond our own time and place. (281)
Of old, theoreticians have viewed world literature as consisting of classic works, masterpieces or windows on the world (Damrosch 2003: 15). These three types of world literature are not mutually exclusive according to Damrosch. He rather explains a work of world literature as to be one or more of these three types, depending on the literary system it circulates in. However, there are restrictions as to what works become world literature. National literatures become world literature when they circulate beyond their national boundaries. Often, they are works with universal themes and values. As literary works manifest themselves differently abroad, some works do not translate well or do not fit in the literary system of the foreign country. Works that need too much context and culture-specific knowledge usually never become world literature. Damrsosch then states that in practice world literature is what is available to read in a given literary system. This may vary over time as literary systems change. It is the producers such as publishers, teachers, and available anthologies that determine what is available to the reader. Works may drift in and out of the realm of world literature, and some works may function for certain individuals as world literature while for others they may not. This is due to cultural changes in either the culture of origin or the foreign culture. It is eventually the cultural field of the foreign country that determines how and which works enter the literary system as world literature (Damrosch 2003). 
Damrosch terms world literature “writing that gains in translation” and “a mode of reading.” By this he means that works that are translatable and enter world literature, are works that bear the marks of their national origin. However, these marks become ever less distinct as the work travels away from its culture of origin. Instead the work is being read for what it means for the society in which it circulates. As such, the work teaches its new society about the society from which it came as well as teaching it about its own society. It is important always to understand the social context of a literary work, but one must never fully focus on that context alone. What defines a work of world literature is how well it can still be understood now (Damrosch 2003). Therefore, when reading world literature one must employ	y a mode of reading by which a work is read not only as a document of a specific time and place, but also for its transcendent qualities. One must be extra careful not to subordinate the work to the present time by making careless decisions when translating. If the translation assimilates the text fully into the present time, one loses its original power. However, a translation is always a reflection of current literary values in the foreign literary system in which the work is active. Translations must therefore always be a negotiation between the source and the target culture (Damrosch 2003). 
	Bourdieu speaks of literature only in general terms whereas Damrosch speaks of literature in “world” terms. Nevertheless, both state that what is considered literature changes over time and varies between cultures. Bourdieu claims it is the agents in the literary field who determine what is literature. Damrosch claims it is the literary system that determines what is literature. He also specifically mentions publishers, teachers, and available anthologies that determine what is available to readers and thereby determine which works eventually become world literature. This ties in with the agents of whom Bourdieu speaks in his theory of the literary field. 
The similarities between the two theories – the literary field with its agents and the literary system with its publishers and teachers; the changing literary views in a given culture; the question of who determines what is literature – raise the question whether the two theories can be combined. Bourdieu’s theory of the literary field and its workings is extensive, but it does not go beyond national literatures and national literary fields. Damrosch’s theory of world literature is eloquently argued, but the notion and workings of the literary system remain vague and unexplained, even though it plays an important role in his theory. Therefore, in this thesis it will be argued that Bourdieu’s theory of the field of cultural production could provide an interesting deepening of Damrosch’s argument. 





1.0	Jeanette Winterson and the literary field

There are two problems involved in reading Bourdieu’s theory of the cultural field side by side Damrosch’s theory of world literature. Firstly, Bourdieu speaks of “literary fields” (Bourdieu 1993) and Damrosch speaks of “literary systems” (Damrosch 2003). Secondly, Bourdieu speaks of a literary field and literature in a society (Bourdieu 1993) whereas Damrosch speaks of literary systems and literature in national and supranational, or world, terms (Damrosch 2003). 
	Bourdieu elaborately explains what, according to him, constitutes a literary field and how such a field works (Bourdieu 1993). Damrosch, on the other hand, simply mentions the literary system without explaining its structure and its workings (Damrosch 2003). It is therefore not possible to determine if they use different phrasing for essentially the same notion or if they in fact speak of different notions. However, as Bourdieu speaks of agents who determine the beliefs in a literary field and Damrosch speaks of publishers and teachers who determine what is literature in a literary system, it is likely that they do speak of at least a highly similar notion. As the central thesis in this paper is that one might use Bourdieu’s theories to understand the workings of world literature better, the term “literary field” will replace the term “literary system” in this thesis. The term will be used to exemplify the workings of the literary field in our case study.
	The second problem involved in combining the two theories stems from an overall problem with Bourdieu’s theory. It is eloquently described by E.W. Harries in her 1997 research on Bourdieu and female authors in seventeenth-century England: ‘It is important to note at the outset that Bourdieu’s cultural studies are largely based on the French nineteenth and twentieth centuries. […] And he has made some general statements that seem questionable when applied to earlier periods’ (460). The problem is that Bourdieu's theory is decidedly Franco-centric, which raises the question whether or not it may effectively be applied to earlier or later periods as well as other nations or cultures (Harries 1997). A further problem involving his notion of “nations” is that Bourdieu does not speak of literary fields in national terms anywhere in his work. Instead, he speaks of literary fields as ‘the literary or artistic field of a given period and society’ (Bourdieu 1993: 30). The examples he uses to demonstrate the workings of the field, though, all derive from French literature in France. It can therefore be hypothesised that his notion of “literary field” can be applied to “national literary fields.” This coincides with the Collins Cobuild definition of a society: ‘A society is the people who live in a country or region, their organizations, and their way of life.’ In ‘Bourdieu’s Work on Literature’, Anna Broschetti underlines that Bourdieu speaks of nations. She strives to demonstrate that at least some of Bourdieu’s notions ‘have been considered transposable to other national contexts and/or to new objects’ (Broschetti 2006: 136). According to Broschetti, Bourdieu’s concepts can be used in other national contexts as 

the problems and stances in relation to which Bourdieu constructed his conceptual framework can by no means be reduced to its national context: his theoretical ground is uncommonly internationalist, as it includes the main philosophical, anthropological and sociological traditions produced by western contemporary thought. (143-4)

In fact, Broschetti sees the general validity of Bourdieu’s theory verified ‘by proving it through the application of diverse socio-historical configurations and objects’ (146). The fact that Bourdieu’s approach has inspired research in countries as diverse as Germany, Latin America and Japan ‘is the best proof of the fact that his theory is not merely a local, French phenomenon, but can indeed be transposed’ (147). Even P. J. Smith, who is very critical of Bourdieu in his lecture ‘Towards a Cultural Studies of the Spanish State’ argues that Bourdieu’s theories can be used for the study of Spain by scholars throughout the world:	

	Bourdieu has not to my knowledge received a great deal of attention from 
Hispanists. And clearly his work has disadvantages for those of us trained in 
what we received as ‘French theory’. […] He is generally indifferent to the 
issues of gender, nationality, and homosexuality central to Anglo-American 
literary and cultural studies. […] What I would argue, however, is that 
Bourdieu offers a common ground for Anglo American and Spanish Hispanists. (Smith 1997: 10) 

It would seem from the three approaches discussed that even though Bourdieu’s theories may prove difficult to apply to other nations and periods, his theories are considered to provide a good basis to start from. In this thesis, therefore, Bourdieu’s notions and concepts will be applied to the Dutch literary field in the present time. His theories will also be considered to be applicable to nations and thus to the Dutch nation.
Damrosch speaks of literary fields solely in national terms. A work of world literature is a work that travels beyond its national literary system and enters another national literary system (Damrosch 2003). As such, it is important to define the literary field as a national literary field, as it does better justice to Damrosch’s theory. Also, organizations in a literary field usually work with national boundaries. For instance, in the Dutch literary field the Fonds voor de Letteren, an organization that assigns scholarships, only assigns scholarships to Dutch authors or translators working in the Dutch language and in the Netherlands. This is underlined by Van Rees and Dorleijn (2006): 

Not only does the pace vary in which ideas and forms of organization are
assimilated from one country into another country and then transformed, the 
way in which a cultural field is embedded in the field of power and the field of 
class relations also varies depending on the division of power and the 
organization of class relations in a society. (24, translation mine)​[2]​

However, the Dutch language community is a small community that includes Flanders. As Flanders is a small Dutch-speaking province of Belgium, the actors in its literary field sometimes work together with actors in the Dutch literary fields. Certain literary contests can be entered by Belgian as well as Dutch authors. The press in Flanders sometimes works together with Dutch publishers. Dutch publishing houses such as Contact Publishers also sell most of their titles in Flanders. NDC|VBK holds an office in Antwerp whose staff is responsible for the sales of the Dutch titles in Flanders. Likewise, foreign authors are often published in translation by Dutch publishing houses who then sell these titles in Flanders as well. Jeanette Winterson’s De stenen goden is published in Dutch by Contact Publishers in both the Netherlands and Flanders. She does not have a Flemish publisher. It is feasible that language boundaries are more important for literature than national boundaries as far as small language communities go. Nevertheless, in this thesis literary fields are considered national literary fields. In the next section it will be argued that the English literary field consist of separate national literary fields. Following this line of reasoning, the Dutch literary field is also considered a national literary field, with a few exceptions when actors work together with actors from the Flemish literary field. The term “literary field” is considered to explain more clearly the workings of a culture dealing with literature than the term “literary system.” 


1.1	Jeanette Winterson and the English literary field

Damrosch states that a definition of what is literature is ‘a question that really only has meaning within a literary system. […] literature can best be defined pragmatically as whatever texts a given community of readers takes as literature’ (Damrosch 2003:14). Furthermore, world literature becomes world literature if a work is first considered “literature” in its culture of origin and then enters a foreign literary system in which it is also recognized as literature. The Stone Gods was originally published in the literary system of the United Kingdom. It must therefore be recognized as a work of literature in this culture to be able to enter the realm of world literature. 
	The “English literary field” could be taken to encompass all English speaking communities, such as the United Kingdom, the United States of America and even parts of Africa. However, as has been argued in the previous section, literary fields are taken to be national literary fields. This argument can be underlined by the publication of The Stone Gods. The novel was published in the United Kingdom by Hamish Hamilton, a publishing house that is part of the Penguin Group. In Canada and the United States, the novel was published by Knopf, a publishing house that is not part of the Penguin Group. This demonstrates that the United States, Canada and the United Kingdom have separate literary fields. To determine whether The Stone Gods is literature and world literature, one therefore has to look at the literary field of the United Kingdom as opposed to the literary field of the English language.
	The Stone Gods was published by one of the biggest publishing houses in the United Kingdom. It was also reviewed by some of the major newspapers such as The Times and The Guardian. The prestige of a big publishing house and renowned newspapers and magazines is arguably greater than the prestige of a Dutch publishing house and newspapers. As newspapers like The Times have sister newspapers in the United States, reviews and opinions easily travel across the different literary fields. Dutch reviews are hardly ever reprinted in foreign newspapers. Hamish Hamilton is part of the Penguin Group, one of the biggest international publishing groups. This English publishing house is therefore known across many literary fields and has acquired a lot of cultural capital. Contact Publishers, on the other hand, is not part of a publishing group and is less well-known internationally. Jeanette Winterson acquires some of this prestige as she publishes with Hamish Hamilton.
	In the following section, I seek to demonstrate that The Stone Gods has been published in the Dutch language by a Dutch publishing house; its translator has received a scholarship from the Fonds voor de Letteren, and the work has been reviewed in several newspapers and magazines. In the narrow definition of world literature, it suffices to state that The Stone Gods qualifies as a work of world literature as it is demonstrably actively present in a foreign literary field. However, as Damrosch has pointed out, the work also has to be considered literature in its culture of origin, be translatable, gain in translation, and possess universal qualities and values to endure as a work of world literature (Damrosch 2003). Is The Stone Gods in this definition also a work of world literature? Jeanette Winterson is a consecrated author​[3]​, as can be noted from her inclusion on a reading list of Yale University (Damrosch 2003). Her work is generally considered to constitute literature in the literary field of the United Kingdom as can be seen from her alignment with a literary publishing house and major newspapers. Her work is translatable as all her works, including The Stone Gods have been translated into several languages. It remains to be seen, however, if the work gains in translation. By gaining in translation, Damrosch means that a literary work that enters a foreign literary field is not only translated literally, but by being translated actually brings new meaning to its new culture and to other literary works in the foreign field (Damrosch 2003). This influence can not be determined so shortly after the publication of the novel. Likewise, it remains to be seen if the novel possesses such universal qualities and values that it will have a lasting place in world literature. The Stone Gods (2007) has a general theme that at the moment is a pressing international issue and may be seen as a universal issue, namely, global warming and the destruction of our planet. It also deals with other themes that may be considered universal, such as mother-daughter relationships, the telling of stories and love. That this novel of a renowned author who possesses much cultural capital by her alignment with other renowned agents in various literary fields has become a part of world literature at the present time is therefore only logical. But according to Damrosch, literary works must possess universal qualities and values that will ensure it a lasting place in world literature, even when its themes are no longer a current issue. As Damrosch demonstrates in his book with several examples, some authors are consecrated but not all their works are necessarily sustained as works of world literature. It remains to be seen if this particular work by Jeanette Winterson really qualifies as world literature in the long run. 
	

1.2	Jeanette Winterson and the Dutch literary field

Van Rees and Dorleijn have gathered several articles concerning the Dutch literary field in De productie van literatuur: Het literaire veld in Nederland 1800-2000 (2006), all of which were inspired by Bourdieu’s theories. The overall findings in the articles underline the central thesis of Bourdieu’s theory:

What is seen as the quality of a product then turns out to be linked to the quality dimensions of material producers (the prestige of publishing houses), distributors (elite bookshop versus book club or grocery shops, gas stations and supermarkets), symbolic actors (authoritative critics and renowned periodicals that publish their reviews) sooner than to the supposed intrinsic characteristics of the work in question. (18-19. Translation mine)​[4]​

It is therefore important to describe the Dutch literary field and to ask what influence the structure of the field has on the perception of The Stone Gods as world literature. 
	The Dutch literary field has changed dramatically over the last century.  According to Bourdieu, the reason why literary fields change is because of the struggle for the power to determine what constitutes literature: ‘The struggle itself creates the history of the field; through the struggle the field is given a temporal dimension’ (Bourdieu 1993: 106). Van Rees and Dorleijn (2006) have extensively described the history of the Dutch literary field and its present temporal dimension. They discuss how changes of literary views influence institutions and agents in the literary field and vice versa. 
As opposed to surrounding countries, the Netherlands developed a literary field at a much slower rate, even after World War II (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). The Netherlands was a closed nation due to several factors. The pillarization closed the nation culturally until the 1960’s. The term “literature” was a broad term, including not only literary works, but essays, the work of philosophers, and even historians (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). The literary views in the Netherlands did not develop along the same continuum as the views abroad. For instance, in the Netherlands authors upheld the view of “decorum” as the core criterion to judge literature until the 1880’s, whereas Wordsworth in his Preface to the Lyrical Ballads already introduced a new literary view in the United Kingdom in 1798. 
	In the nineteenth century, the number of publishers grew and business became more profitable due to technological improvements (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). The number of published titles grew accordingly. Because of the interdependence of organizations within the literary field and in other fields new agreements, rules and conventions were made (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). Some organizations were established to guarantee the interests of certain producers. For instance, until the nineteenth century, bookstores often both produced and distributed their books. This changed when publishers started to concentrate on the material production of the books and bookstores on the distribution. Subsequently, branch organizations were established to secure the (changed) needs of either the bookstores or the publishers. Examples of these branch organizations are the Nederlandse Uitgeversbond and the Vereeniging ter Bevordering van de Belangen des Boekhandels. ‘All these changes in the literary field had consequences for the complex interaction between publishers, author, bookseller and buyer’ (34, translation mine). Bookstores became more cautious in the purchase of titles to sell. For the publishers and authors this meant more problems in selling their titles.
	Not only changes in the literary field itself have an influence on its structure. As the literary field is embedded in the cultural field that is in turn embedded in the social field, changes in the political field also had a significant influence. At the start of the nineteenth century, government policy concerning culture was mainly focused on upholding the highbrow culture exclusive to the elite (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). Culture became more readily available to the lower classes as a result of the changes in policy. The educational system slowly changed in the nineteenth century with the establishment of the HBS in 1863. Also, the curriculum was uniformed for certain age groups. Both changes entailed that more members of the lower classes received a literary education as well as further education. This meant that literature was no longer only available to the higher classes. Lower classes became participants in the cultural field. 
	The changes in the educational system coincided with changes in the media. Because of the pillarization, there was a growing need for the establishment of media for the different religious groups. This eventually led to the establishment of mass market newspapers and, indirectly, to the professionalizing of the literary critique. Because of the growing interest in literature by the lower classes, critics and publishers got more space to put reviews or serials in the newspapers (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). This led to “free” publicity for the publishers. Reviews became an important source of information and guidance for those interested in literature. More newspapers and better schooling led to the opening up of the literary field for the lower classes. New magazines emerged that were solely dedicated to literature. This happened in particular between 1970 and 1980 (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006).  
	Cultural policy in the strict sense of the word did not exist until after World War II. Literary awards were established, such as the P.C. Hooftprijs in 1947. In 1965 the Fonds voor de Letteren was established. These developments symbolize a new relationship between the literary field and the political field (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006).    
	Changes in literary views have had a significant influence on the beliefs in the literary field. The changes in views that occurred in the Netherlands took place along the lines of Bourdieu’s theory (Bourdieu 1993). According to Bourdieu, changes of literary views occur when newcomers challenge the ruling belief in a literary system. Publishers express these views in literary magazines and in reviews. Slowly but steadily, these views are taken up by all in the literary field and become the new standard. Eventually this new standard will be challenged again (Bourdieu 1993). This is what happened with the Tachtigers (Generation of the 80’s) in the 1880’s and the Zeventigers (Generation of the 70’s) in the 1970’s (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). 
	The current change in literary views seems to be the inevitable outcome of the socio-cultural changes which the field has undergone since it first came into focus. Today, due to the ever-growing attention of newspapers and weekly magazines for literature, as well as the availability of literature for the masses and other social changes, more genres are considered to constitute so-called “literature.” It would seem that literature has lost some of its prestige. Genres such as thrillers are now embedded in high culture (Van Rees and Dorleijn). Thrillers even have their own awards and institutions. Literature is not only l’art pour l’art anymore, as Bourdieu already testified in The Field of Cultural Production. Bestseller lists, marketing strategies and consumer guides are no longer associated solely with lowbrow culture, but with highbrow culture as well. 
The construction of the Dutch literary field at the end of the twentieth century may be seen in the figure below.


Figure 1. The Dutch literary field. (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006: 19)
	
The most important change in the literary field for this case study is that since the end of the twentieth century more than half of the fiction books published in the Netherlands have been translated from the English (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). Translated works are reviewed more often by literary critics. (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006), suggesting that English fiction has acquired a high(er) status in the Dutch literary system. 
	The above description of the Dutch literary field demonstrates what both Bourdieu and Damrosch state, namely that a literary field can change over time and, with it, the definition of literature. The workings and changes of the literary field have been demonstrated by using Bourdieu’s theory. As Damrosch does not explain the workings of a literary field, his theory could not have done so.	


2.0 De stenen goden in the Dutch literary field






2.1	Jeanette Winterson’s reputation 

An author’s “reputation,” an author’s “prestige,” “literary quality” and the “literary status” of a published work are all terms for the assumption that they influence the way in which a work of art or an author is received in the literary field and specifically by reviewers. According to De Nooy (2002), past publications and how the novels were received by literary critics determine the prestige of an author, which in turn influences the reception of future works: ‘careers and prestige are dynamically linked’ (De Nooy 2002: 147). A work of art does not possess an intrinsic prestige; rather, institutions in the literary field assign its prestige. Following Bourdieu’s notion of trajectories – a sequence of positions which agents in the field occupy – careers develop by ‘a series of affiliations to art institutions’ (148). The prestige of authors is thus intertwined with the prestige of institutions in the field, as they mutually assign prestige by association. The prestige of the author and its work as well as the prestige of the institutions the author is affiliated with, determine the amount of attention a new work receives from reviewers. It is, therefore, important to establish Jeanette Winterson’s reputation and prestige prior to the publication of De stenen goden in the Dutch literary field. 
	Verboord (2003) underlines De Nooy’s argument that authors’ prestige can be determined by the amount of attention they are given by other literary institutions. According to Verboord, the main indicator of literary prestige is the value attributed to authors by literary institutions and their agents. In reviews and research the notion of “prestige,” though much used, is never explicated. Authors and their works are never objectively defined as prestigious but always subjectively. The prestige they are attributed is always dependent on the reviewer’s or researcher’s conception of literature or, in other words, their literary views. Reviewers and researchers never justify what works of art they discuss or research, but often their selection is based on selections made by other agents in the field. Reviewers or researchers thereby reach consensus and, in terms of Bourdieu, works become consecrated. Works then become part of the canon, which, according to Verboord, is ‘an unspecified list of works we all agree on’ (260). As Verboord wishes to establish the literary prestige of an author empirically, he has designed a new instrument to measure literary prestige by focussing on the amount of attention a work receives from ‘such institutions as literary encyclopaedias, literary prizes, academic studies and publishing houses’ (259). The prestige of an author is related to the prestige of institutions s/he is professionally linked to. Authors thus acquire a symbolic value. Verboord conducted his research with five indicators for literary prestige: literary criticism, literary prizes, universities, entries in literary encyclopaedias, and the publisher. The number of literary prizes that authors win determine their contemporary prestige. Based on these five indicators, Verboord established a new classification system for authors, called Institutional Literary Prestige (ILP). To use this classification system would require more empirical research and data than is available for this thesis. However, future researches that want to empirically determine the literary prestige of any author should note that this system is available. 
	De Nooy (1991) combines “prestige” with the classification of authors and works. Literary critics make classifications or ‘a statement on textual similarities or dissimilarities in the work of at least three authors’ (507). Classifications are made to establish or attack alignments in the field, thereby securing their own position. As the publicity for literature is not regulated, the 'image' or rather 'prestige' of an author is established by critics, juries of prizes etcetera. This process of making a name is called “symbolic” production. Evaluation and classification are thus closely related. As there is no norm, different value judgments may be passed on the same text. Critics do, however, rely on previous reviews and statements made by the author himself. Reputations of critics and authors are thus related, but not settled for eternity. A reputation specifies the artistic affinities and differences between authors and between critics. Classifications thus reflect the alignments though critics and authors usually align for only a short period. Furthermore, critics seem to group authors according to their publishing houses. 
Verdaasdonk (1983, 1987) combines prestige and commercial success. Commercial and artistic values are usually mutually incompatible. Commercial aims are difficult to achieve. As literary texts are always considered to be non-commercial, literary quality is always an artistic consideration. However the conception of literature is based on one literary institution. Literary criticism plays a dominant role in the promulgation of conceptions of literature. Commercial considerations are often taboo. However, artistic considerations are always socially determined and therefore arbitrary.  Literary institutions prescribe considerations to which a literary text should adhere in order to count as legitimate. Critics thus assume that any text that has been reviewed is literary. Whether or not it actually is considered literary before it is being reviewed, depends on other factors such as the publishing house and the extent literary critics have paid attention to earlier texts by the same author. The works that eventually are reviewed stem from only a small number of authors. Verdaasdonk therefore concludes that ‘the importance of a work is determined by social factors, notably by the awareness a critic has of the scope, extensiveness and recurrence of the attention this work has received within the institution of literary criticism’ (1983: 391). As he elaborates in his 1987 article, the attention reviewers give to certain literary works may influence buyers and thus the commercial success of new literary works. An acquired readership then influences the number of copies that are sold of a new work. A reader’s taste is thus moulded by the actors in the literary field. However, these assumptions by Verdaasdonk are not underlined by other research. Other research suggests that the public for literature is segmented (Verdaasdonk 1987). There are only a number of factors which significantly influence the commercial success of a new title. These factors are the number of works an author already has in print and thus his or her acquired readership, the genre, the price of the book, and the language area of origin. Reviewer’s attention is only significant with authors who have many titles in print, not with debutants or relatively unsuccessful authors. Dutch authors are reviewed on the basis of the attention previous reviewers have given to their work. Their reputation is therefore highly important. This does not seem to count for foreign authors. Verdaasdonk states that works from other language areas are not reviewed proportionally to their reputation: ‘Translated works, even by world-famous authors, as a rule receive less attention’ (246). However, as Jeanete Winterson publishes with one of the larger literary houses in the Netherlands, and as she is a world-famous author, it is likely that she does receive a good amount of attention, even though this may be less attention than her Dutch colleagues get.




Original title / Dutch title	Number of reviews
Oranges are not the only fruit / Sinaasappels zijn niet het enige fruit (1985)	1 (Lesbisch Archief Nijmegen)
The Passion / De passie (1988)	3 (Brabants Dagblad; NRC Handelsblad: Het Parool)
Sexing the cherry / Kersen sexen (1995)	1 (NRC Handelsblad)
Written on the body / Op het lichaam   geschreven (1992)	9 (Surplus; De Groene Amsterdammer; Homo- en lesbiennekrant; De Janet; Utrechts Nieuwsblad; Opzij; Het Parool; Nieuwsblad van het Noorden; Het Vrije Woord)
Art & Lies / Kunst & leugens (1994)	15 (Lover; LeesID; Knack; Opzij; De Morgen; Elsevier; Vrij Nederland; Style Journal; De Stem; ?; Boeken; Expreszo; SdL; Zizo; Lesbisch Archief Nijmegen)
The world and other places / De wereld en andere plaatsen (1998)	14 (Opzij; HN; Zizo; Brabants Dagblad; Radio Caroline; Utrechts Nieuwsblad; Schoppenvrouw; Vrij Nederland; Madam; Cafe des Arts; NRC Handelsblad; XL COC Magazine)
The Powerbook / Het powerboek (2000)	18 (Opzij; Carp; Lesbisch Archief Nijmegen; De Groene Amsterdammer; Trouw; De Volkskrant; Twentsche Courant; De Volkskrant; HP/De Tijd; Haarlems Dagblad; Trouw; Het Parool; NRC Handelsblad; De Groene Amsterdammer; AD; Cultuur & Media; Boekenbeurs 2000)
Lighthousekeeping / Vuurtorenwachten (2004)	23 (NRC Handelsblad; Div@zine; De Goudsche Courant; De Telegraaf; Volkskrant; DSLeteren; Sp!ts; Utrechts Nieuwsblad; Trouw; Het Parool; Het Parool; NRC Handelsblad; PlaZa; Motief; ZijaanZij; Evita; Knack; Volkskrant; ?; De Morgen; De Groene Amsterdammer; Het Parool)
Table 1: Jeanette Winterson reviewed 
NB. The first three titles were published by Bert Bakker, before Contact became independent again. The titles were republished in the years mentioned under a different title by Contact.

	Before discussing Table 1, it should be noted that these data are probably not complete. Oranges Are not the Only Fruit, The Passion, and Sexing the Cherry were originally published in Dutch bij Bert Bakker in the 1980’s. The first title published by Contact Publishers was Written on the Body in 1992. After this publication, the previous three novels published by Bert Bakker were republished by Contact Publishers under a different title. It is, therefore, likely that these titles have in fact received more attention than can be found in Contact Publishers’ archives. Furthermore, Contact Publishers’ archives are not complete, as the publishing house has moved house a lot. Also, it is possible that not all reviewers have sent their reviews to the publishing house. The conclusions that are to be drawn from table 1 are therefore not final.
	All theoreticians discussed in this chapter agree that reviewers are more likely to review a new work once previous works have been reviewed as well. This coincides with the overall findings in table 1. Sinaasappels zijn niet het enige fruit was reviewed only once, but Winterson’s latest novel Vuurtorenwachten was reviewed 25 times. This implies that her previous works were still in print and that Contact Publishers has accumulated some prestige as well. As it is too much empirical research to compare the number of reviews Winterson received to the number of reviews Dutch authors received, it is impossible to test the hypothesis that translations are reviewed less than originally Dutch publications.
	That prestige is acquired by affiliation can also be seen from table 1. Only the Lesbian Archief Nijmegen reviewed her first work, but a big Dutch newspaper soon followed. After NRC Handelsblad has reviewed her work, more and more prestigious papers follow. The major agents in the literary field reviewed her latest work: Trouw, Parool, NRC Handelsblad, De Groene Amsterdammer, Volkskrant. These newspapers and magazines acquired prestige by reviewing Winterson, after Winterson had become a prestigious writer to review. As these papers review only big names and generally considered literary writers, Winterson must be reputed as a literary author. Furthermore, she is also considered a lesbian writer and a feminist writer, as her work gets reviewed by the Lesbian Archief Nijmegen and by Opzij. She is also considered “an inaccessible writer” as many reviewers describe her work as difficult to comprehend, though interesting to read. 
	Though a reputation ‘grows slow and steadily’ (Verdaasdonk 1987: 586) it seems that Jeanette Winterson has managed to build up an impressive reputation in the Netherlands. Reputations may change over time, as Bourdieu, Damrosch and the theoreticians above all conclude. However, for the present time, Winterson is considered a feminist, lesbian, inaccessible, literary writer. Her contemporary prestige can be noted by the awards she has won in recent years, such as the E.M. Forster award in 1995. 


2.2	Contact Publishers and the Dutch literary field

Frank de Glas (1998) eloquently discusses Bourdieu’s theory of the literary field in regard to publishing houses. According to De Glas, Bourdieu’s theories are insufficient to explain the influence of publishing houses on the works and authors they publish. However, Bourdieu’s theory does supply a good starting point, as subsequent research has demonstrated. De Glas argues that ‘further application of Bourdieu’s concepts to literary publishing should take the form of a much more precise study of the way literary publishers exploit the work of authors. The publishing house exerts a powerful guiding influence in this exploitation’ (378). As this thesis underlines the important role of a publishing house in the consecration of an author, Jeanette Winterson’s Dutch publisher Contact will be analyzed in terms of Bourdieu and its influence on the reception of Jeanette Winterson in the Dutch literary field.  
	In the section significantly entitled The Power to Convince, Bourdieu discusses the position of publishing houses in the struggle for consecration in the literary field (1993). Bourdieu argues that each actor in the literary field holds a position that corresponds to their dispositions. This means that an agent’s habitus, as explained in the introduction, determines an agent’s values and views of the literary field. Their positions ‘give rise to categories of perception which structure the perception and appreciation of its products’ (95). In other words, the positions that actors occupy are homologous to their dispositions that thereby create certain expectations for other actors in the field, as well as the public. For publishing houses and authors this means that ‘choosing the right place of publication, the right publisher […] is vitally important because for each other, each form of production and product, there is a corresponding natural site in the field of production, and producers or products that are not in their right place are more or less bound to fail’ (95). Bourdieu then goes on to explain his view on the structure of publishing houses. According to Bourdieu, there are two types of publishing houses: commercial houses and cultural houses. Commercial publishing houses commit to ‘safe, short-term investments’ and thus ‘short-term writers’ (97). Cultural publishing houses commit to ‘risky, long-term investments’ and thus ‘long-term writers’ (97). Commercial publishing houses focus on best sellers and therefore economic capital whereas cultural publishing houses focus on classics and therefore cultural capital. Contact Publishers denies economic profits by focussing on cultural capital. They only get economic profits by earlier accumulated cultural capital (Bourdieu 1993). A cultural publishing house earns its cultural capital over time. Its authors slowly become consecrated, mainly by becoming part of the curriculum of schools. The reputation that both types of publishing houses earn in the field by their strategies, rubs off on the new authors they publish. Authors therefore have to consider by whom they want to be published as it affects the way their work is received in the field. Similarly, a publishing house that is after short-term profits will not publish an author who writes literary works. A publishing house that rejects economic capital and focuses only on cultural capital will not publish authors it deems non-literary. In this way, publishing houses form their lists that correspond to their visions and goals.
	In 2008, Contact Publishers celebrated its 75th anniversary. Founded in 1933, the publishing house had a rich history, as can be read in Contact Publishers 1933-2008. A Short History, written by Toef Jaeger. Gilles de Neve, a left-wing publisher, founded the publishing house. In 1935, Chris Blom, who shared his political beliefs, joined him. Both were antifascists and left-wing, so the first publications of Contact Publishers consisted mainly of works that warned against the danger lurking in the east. After the Germans invaded the Netherlands in 1940, the publishers tried to work against the Nazis by helping authors, translators, and graphic designers to get through the war (Kuitert, 2006). After World War II, Contact Publishers was able to print most of the books that the various freelancers had worked on during the war. Besides politically engaged works, Contact Publishers also published many commercial books, including photo books and translations of classics from abroad. In 1974, due to financial problems, the publishing house was taken over by publishing house Bert Bakker. It led a relatively incognito life under Bert Bakker’s wings (Jaeger, 2007). In 1984, Contact Publishers started afresh with a new publisher and new, promising Dutch authors, such as Renate Dorrestein and Midas Dekkers. Contact Publishers also fell victim to the current strategy of forming big enterprises. In 1985, the publishing house belonged to the company Veen Uitgevers, which in turn was an enterprise of Wolters Kluwer. In 1999 Veen Uitgevers left Wolters Kluwer but joined Bosch en Keuning in 2001, and became Veen Bosch Keuning (VBK). Contact Publishers was by then part of the Contact Group, a single name for multiple publishers. In 2004, Contact Publishers left this group to become an independent publishing house again, though it remained part of the VBK enterprise. VBK joined the Noordelijke Dagblad Combinatie in 2005, and became NDC|VBK de uitgevers. Today, the publishing house is an independent house within the company, and has its own unique list (Jaeger, 2007). Like in the 1930’s, Contact publishes ‘literature unproblematicly [sic] alongside all sorts of other books’ (Jaeger 2007:38). It has a strong strand of history books, as well as science books, which is uncharacteristic for Dutch publishing houses. Unlike the early Contact Publishers, it now has a strong list of Dutch literature, as well as translated literature. Authors such as Renate Dorrestein and Yvonne Kroonenberg, as well as Jeanette Winterson and Salman Rushdie are among its most prominent authors. The war record ‘is being honoured’ (42) by the publication of books on World War II, and a poetry list is emerging. Contact thus maintains its reputation of publishing works that are both socially engaged and contain high literary quality.
	If according to Bourdieu the disposition of any actor in the literary field is of vital importance to the reception of certain works, what then is the disposition of Contact Publishers? Its current publisher, Mizzi van der Pluijm, is quoted on several occasions in Contact Publishers 1933-2008. All her ideas go against the strict division between cultural and commercial publishing houses that Bourdieu upholds. Van der Pluijm says that ‘It’s a misconception to think that the identity of a publishing house is solely in the hands of the publishers and editors; it’s also in the hands of publicity, sales and marketing.’(42). This would seem a commercial statement. It is underlined by the following: ‘Earn incredible amounts of money with the best books, that’s what a good publishing house should do. And that area of tension – because there is a huge area of tension – is what makes publishing so interesting’ (43). So ‘an idealistic objective plus clever marketing is the time-honoured Contact combination’ (43). For Van der Pluijm, it is a matter of balance: ‘Contact is not a charity, but when something’s really good yet doesn’t sell, you still have to publish it’ (47). 
	According to Bourdieu’s theory, Contact Publishers would not fit his strict distinction. The publishing house is both commercial and cultural as it focusses on classics as well as bestsellers. The publishing house can be characterized more as a commercial than a cultural publishing house.​[5]​ Frank de Glas acknowledges the problems Bourdieu’s definitions pose. Though they provide an interesting basis for research, they have to be applied to empirical research to test their validity, which Bourdieu never did. His concept of the denial of economic interest and his strict distinction between commercial and cultural publishing houses are too abstract, too schematic and too linear. Its connection to either highbrow or lowbrow public groups does not hold.  Having done empirical research based on Bourdieu’s concepts, De Glas draws the conclusion that publishing houses play a much more directive, or influential, role than Bourdieu ever gave them credit for. De Glas states that publishing houses influence the creativity of writers; determine who is a writer and which works appear on the market as well as who continues to publish; determine the final version of the text, cover design and presentation; determine the strategy of exploitation; and play a role in the symbolic production (De Glas 1998). Equally important is the list publishers build up over time as this influences the position the publishing house holds in the literary field, but Bourdieu has not done extensive research on publishers’ lists. For publishing houses it is important to not only publish books, but lasting authors’ oeuvres, ‘because this makes it easier to build up a body of readers for a particular author, but also, it would seem, because the symbolic production of an author’s reputation requires that an author’s oeuvre should continue to be supplemented and that new titles should renew active interest in the writers earlier work’ (De Glas 1998: 388). So a reputation can give prestige in two ways: a publishing house can give prestige to an author, but an author can also give prestige to a publishing house, as well as economic continuity. For the economic continuity and prestige, it is also important that an author publishes with one publishing house only. 
	Verdaasdonk (1985) has also done research into publishing houses’ literary programs. In his research, he tries to show ‘that certain socio-economic factors, viz. the market demand for literary works and the way this is complied with by publishers, exert a profound influence on the shape of the literary programs’ (575). The research conducted is exploratory though, not explanatory. According to Verdaasdonk, the task of publishers is ‘attuning a program as much as possible to the distinct demand for particular kinds of literary works and developing programs which are as distinct as possible from those of other firms’ (576). Often this is not done on the basis of artistic considerations, thereby undermining Bourdieu’s central thesis that publishing houses are either economic or cultural. The sales records of an author often determine the commercial strategy a publisher employs. All publishers that are relatively large in size have ‘at least a certain number of [authors whose previous work sold well] as steady and productive purveyors of new titles’ (577). For Contact Publishers, such authors are Renate Dorrestein, Midas Dekkers, and Salman Rushdie. These backlists ensure a certain economic stability as well as a certain cultural prestige for the publisher. The cultural prestige of a publishing house determines the way its publications are received by reviewers as well as other institutions in the literary field. All publishers aim to establish a list that is in some respects different from other publishing houses. These differences can often be found in smaller segments of the literary program. For Contact Publishers, the difference can be found in its history and science strands, which are unusual for the Netherlands. Because of the oligopoly in the Dutch literary field, publishers ‘do not try to oust each other’ (578). In other words, publishing houses develop their lists by closely examining what other publishing houses do. As buyers favour narrative prose, works in their native language, and Anglo-American literature (in this order), works that fall under these categories (or genres) are frequently published. This suggests that publishing houses uphold ‘a risk-minimizing strategy’ (585), even those that can be considered cultural publishing houses. As all publishing houses focus mostly on Dutch and translated narrative prose, literary programs are much alike. The differences can be found in the smaller segments of the literary programs. It is not possible to acquire an important place in too many subcategories. The price to be paid for a strong position in a certain genre is the underdevelopment of another genre (Verdaasdonk 1985). 
	So where does Contact Publishers stand exactly in the Dutch literary field? In the table made by Van Rees and Dorleijn, the publishing house occupies a position in the material production. However, as discussed above, a publisher also determines the symbolic production to some extent. As Van Rees and Dorleijn state, material and symbolic production have been interwoven since the late twentieth century. Broad literary views have also come into play. As can be seen from what Mizzi van der Pluijm states about publishing, the current literary view at Contact Publishers is broad. Contact Publishers tries to combine literary and artistic works with good marketing. It is therefore both a cultural and a commercial publishing house that by its backlist has classified itself as one of the bigger firms in the Dutch literary field, with the reputation of being a literary publishing house. Its literary prestige among other agents in the field is high. Contact has simply commercialized, as have all publishing houses in the Dutch literary field (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). Other institutions in the literary field look at publishing houses by looking at their reputation and the way they attributes quality, as do publishing houses. Therefore, there is an interaction between institutions in the field: they are mutually independent, as classifications of works of art depend on classifications made by other institutions and the consensus (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006). Consensus is achieved over time by multiple factors and judgements. Consensus over time leads to a certain literary prestige. The list a publisher builds has a certain symbolic worth. By publishing a certain work, a publisher gives it prestige from the get go. This prestige in turn determines which works and authors will be reviewed. As it takes extensive empirical research to determine a publisher’s literary prestige, it is only possible to determine Contact Publishers’ prestige hypothetically in this thesis. 
	Jeanette Winterson has published her novels at Contact Publishers since the publication of her first work Oranges Are not the Only Fruit (Sinaasappels zijn niet de enige vruchten) in 1985. Having built a substantial oeuvre, she gives much prestige and economic continuity to her Dutch publishing house. Vice versa, Contact Publishers being one of the bigger firms in the Dutch literary field lends prestige to her work. It can therefore guarantee that her work gets reviewed in the Dutch press and media. 
	
2.3	The translator and the “Fonds voor de Letteren”

For his translation of The Stone Gods, Theo Scholten received a scholarship from the “Fonds voor de Letteren.”​[6]​ As the Fonds is a governmental organization it holds ties with the field of political power. On the power of governmental institutions, Bourdieu says: ‘The state, after all, has the power to orient intellectual production by means of subsidies, commissions, promotion, honorific posts, even decorations, all of which are for speaking or keeping silent, for compromise or abstention’ (Bourdieu 1993: 125). It is, therefore, interesting to analyze the reputation of the Fonds voor de Letteren and its power to consecrate works of literature. 
The reputation of a translator logically aligns itself with the authors of whom s/he has translated works, but also with the funding s/he has received and the publishing house s/he translates for. As a literary translator, Theo Scholten has not yet established a firm position in the literary field, even though he has been active as an agent since 1974, when he enrolled as a student of Dutch at the University of Amsterdam.​[7]​  During his studies he worked for the small publishing house Pranger. In 1984 he received his doctorate or his thesis on the works of Patrizio Canaponi, the pseudonym of Dutch author A.F.Th. van der Heijden. He has worked in several segments of the book trade, including a modern antiquary, a book store, and a    “scientific library” where he was in charge of the collection of scientific articles. Scholten then continued to work in a collective of translators and editors called “De Redactie” (“The Editorial Board”). He worked for thirteen years as an editor and translator of about a hundred English, French and German books with subjects ranging from World War II and ancient Rome to mushrooms and fashion. In 2005 he left De Redactie to translate "literature." So far, he has only translated from the English. Scholten has translated Through a Glass, Darkly (2008), Suffer the Little Children (2007) and Death at la Fenice (2007) by the crime writer Donna Leon, for De Bezige Bij, arguably the biggest publishing house in the Dutch literary field; a non-fiction book The Assassins’ Gate about the war in Iraqby George Packer, and a literary ego-document by author Peter Godwin, When a Crocodile eats the Sun (2006)  both for publishing house Meulenhoff; and American Youth (2007), the debut novel by Phil LaMarche, and The Stone Gods (2007) by Jeanette Winterson for Contact Publishers. He is currently working on another debut novel for Contact Publishers, namely Submarine by English novelist Joe Dunthorne. As Theo Scholten has worked for various agents, all of whom are minor players in the field, he has not yet established a firm position in the Dutch literary field. As a literary translator, he has yet to gain the cultural capital that will ensure him a lasting reputation.






The Fund for the Letters has been advising on the awarding of an expanding and changing system of financial forms of support for authors and translators, such as the long existing “work grants” and “stimulation grants” since the middle of the 1960’s.​[8]​ (Van Rees and Dorleijn, 2006: 274. Translation mine) 

Theo Scholten received a work grant for his translation of The Stone Gods. Translators can apply for a work grant when they have translated at least two literary publications and do not exceed a certain income limit (www.fondsvoordeletteren.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.fondsvoordeletteren.nl​)). Scholten had previously received a stimulation grant for the translation of De weg naar de hel by George Packer, and for Amerikaanse jeugd by Phil LaMarche. 
	Scholten applied for a grant for De stenen goden in the fourth subsidizing round in 2007. During this round, 48 translators applied for a grant for 54 projects, 15 of which were for an English project. A total sum of € 335,000.- was granted to 47 projects (www.fondsvoordeletteren.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.fondsvoordeletteren.nl​)). Beside this information along with the names of the translators and projects that were given a subsidy, the homepage of the Fonds voor de Letteren does not give more information about the awarding of the grants. As one of the employees of the Fonds disclosed in a telephone call, all information about decisions to award subsidies is classified. There are only a few general criteria for the awarding of grants: the translation quality of the applicant/translator and the literary quality and/or importance of the source text. The height of the grant depends on the size of the original text and the difficulty of and research needed for the translation (Algemene motivering by besluiten projectbeusaanvragen, letter of the Fonds voor de Letteren). Applicants are required to send the Fonds a motivation for their application for the work grant. The committee bases its decision on this motivation as well. In his motivation, Theo Scholten stated that Jeanette Winterson is one of the biggest authors in British literature today. He also stated his view on the importance of the novel and on the problems of the translation. He found the translation difficult, as it contains words that were made up by Winterson and need a made-up Dutch equivalent, as well as a style problem as one chapter is written in contemporary English, eighteenth-century English and in dialect. He proposed to translate certain passages into nineteenth-century Dutch. 
The publishing house always receives a letter with a brief, general explanation of the awarding of the grant. Only applicants can ask for further motivation of the decision to award a grant or not. However, even they initially receive only the briefest explanation of the decision of the Fonds voor de Letteren. Theo Scholten received the following explanation:

The project grant is meant for the translation of Jeanette Winterson, The Stone Gods. The literary quality of the source text was valued as reasonable. The level of difficulty was valued greater than average. In view of this application information has been obtained about your recent translation of Amerikaanse jeugd by Phil Lamarche [sic]. The quality of this translation was valued as reasonable to good, in accordance with the judgment in the stimulation grant.​[9]​ (Letter to the translator, besluit aanvraag PWB 2007/04)

For the general public as well as other agents in the literary field, the general motivation on the website is the only information available. This obviously may occasionally make the awarding of the grants suspicious. As Van Rees and Dorleijn state, every now and then newspapers or magazines discuss favouritism or unclear criteria for the award of grants. As the criteria are unclear – there are no objective parameters by which to judge a work of art – members of the committee must base their decisions mainly on the reception of previous works by literary critics. The reputation which an author, publishing house, or translator has built up is therefore highly important. Nevertheless, ‘seen from a network perspective, most committee members are also liasoned to other interests: as an author with a certain publishing house to which certain fellow authors also belong or as a critic with a periodical that upholds a certain literary view’​[10]​ (274,  translation mine). It is thus always questionable why a certain work received a grant, even though the reputation of its author, publishing house, or translator may be clear.
	As with all agents in the literary field, the Fonds voor de Letteren is influenced by the actions of other agents. Its decisions are based on the reputations of publishing houses, authors, and translators. Likewise, authors, publishing houses, and translators build up their reputations by aligning themselves with the Fonds. The grant awarded goes to the translator of the work, in this case Theo Scholten, but the publishing house is required to mention the grant in the colophon of the work translated. In this way, the prestige that is assigned by the awarding of the grant goes to both the publisher and the translator. Theo Scholten has received three grants so far. His reputation as a literary translator is building. He has currently been awarded another working grant, namely for the translation of Submarine by Joe Dunthorne. In the letter by the Fonds, the Fonds stated that his translation of De stenen goden was ‘was given to two experts on translation and was judged mostly positively.’​[11]​ As Winterson and Contact Publishers have manifested themselves already in the literary field, it is highly likely that The Stone Gods was awarded the grant because of their respective reputations. Winterson’s previous novel Vuurtorenwachten also received a grant for its translation, its translator being Maarten Polman, a well-known literary translator. By the awarding of the grants, Winterson is consecrated as a literary author by a major player in the field.


3.0 Jeanette Winterson´s Dutch publicity tour

Jeanette Winterson’s latest novel The Stone Gods was published in Dutch as De stenen goden on November 28, 2007. Following the publication, Winterson came over to the Netherlands on a publicity tour from December 9 to December 14, 2007. The tour was organized and paid for by Contact Publishers. During this tour, Winterson gave interviews, lectures and did book signings. The publicity tour will be discussed in this chapter to demonstrate the workings of the (Dutch) literary field and the consecration of a literary work. The lectures Winterson gave in cooperation with Utrecht University and the reviews De stenen goden received will be discussed in separate sections, as these are the most significant publicity activities for this thesis. 












Financieele Dagblad	National newspaper	Manon Berendse	Yes
Boek Delen	Magazine for book clubs	Hester Eymers	Yes
Lover 	Magazine for Gender Studies	Agnes Andeweg	No
De Pers	National free newspaper	Judith Hornman	Yes
Groene Amsterdammer	National magazine based on culture and politics	Arie Storm	Yes
Radio KlaraRadio 1 Belgium	Belgian broadcasting	Dominique Gruter	No
Knack	Belgian national magazine	Herman Jacobs	No
Zij aan Zij	Lesbian magazine	Esther Kornalijnslijper and Marischka Verbeek	No
Table 2. Interview schedule 

The significance of this interview schedule will be discussed in the next section.
	On December 11 2007 Jeanette Winterson gave a lecture at BorderKitchen in The Hague. BorderKitchen is a literary salon established by the organizers of the Crossing Borders Festival. This festival was first organized in 1993 and revolves around literature, music, film and sculptures. The festival strives to show new developments within literature and music and the relationship with other disciplines (www.crossingborders.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.crossingborders.nl​)). As the festival is organized only once a year, BorderKitchen was established to give the audience a chance to enjoy a recital or an interview with renowned authors throughout the year. Winterson has featured at the Crossing Borders Festival twice before coming to BorderKitchen in December. The lecture Winterson gave was a reading of a part of The Stone Gods in English, after which the audience, consisting of about fifty people, was invited to ask questions. Both the English and Dutch editions of her novel were sold before and after the recital and the audience could have a copy signed by Winterson. 
	BorderKitchen is only a very small agent in the literary field, though it might be said it possesses a lot of cultural capital. Since 1993, critically acclaimed authors such as Salman Rushdie, Aharon Appelfeld, Ruth Rendell and Paul Auster have visited both the festival and BorderKitchen. The organization is also financially subsidized by other agents in the field, such as the Nederlands Literair Productie en Vertalings Fonds (NLPVF), the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, Selexyz, the biggest book chain in the Netherlands, and the national magazine Vrij Nederland. These agents mutually assign prestige. Authors that appear at BorderKitchen or Crossing Borders are likely to have their books reviewed by Vrij Nederland. This in fact happened with Winterson’s De stenen goden. Furthermore, Contact Publishers were able to sell the books at BorderKitchen. This means more sales, even though only fifty people were present. What is interesting to note is that more books of the English edition were sold than of the Dutch edition. As the recital by Winterson was also conducted in English, it is likely that the audience present would rather read the original text than the translation. It is questionable, then, how profitable in terms of sales such an evening is for the publishing house when it in fact costs them money to bring Winterson over from the United Kingdom for such events. It would seem that having Winterson appear on a BorderKitchen evening brings in more cultural capital than economic capital. The cultural capital is gained by the association Winterson received with the other authors that have been at the literary salon, as well as the association with the other agents in the field that subsidize the evenings. 
	On December 12 and 13 2007, the Stichting Literaire Activiteiten Utrecht (SLAU) and Utrecht University had Winterson give lectures on her work and give the prestigious Belle van Zuylen lecture in St. John’s Church in Utrecht. These publicity activities will be discussed below.


3.1	De stenen goden reviewed

In section 2.1 (Jeanette Winterson’s reputation) several hypotheses on literary critics and reviews by various theoreticians were discussed. In this section the hypotheses will be tested by analyzing the reviews and interviews that De stenen goden received upon publication. Based on the various hypotheses, De stenen goden should receive more attention than Winterson’s previous novel, Vuurtorenwachten. Some literary critics should categorize her work. De stenen goden should be valued differently by the various critics, though some judgments are likely to overlap. Some judgments should be based on what Winterson herself has said about her work. These four hypotheses will be tested by a simple analysis of the reviews De stenen goden has received. The results can be found in table 4 below. It should be noted again that probably not all reviews and/or interviews were collected and kept in the publisher’s publicity archives. A thorough search on the World Wide Web only provided one more interview, namely the interview conducted by Vrij Nederland. The search also revealed that several websites exist that review new novels online. It is, however, impossible to draw any final conclusions based on the data available.


Medium	Interview / Review/ Other	Date	Classifications	Overall judgment
Trouw	Review (translation of a review by Julie Philips. Based on the UK edition).	10/11/07	Reviews three science fiction novels by critical female authors: Jeanette Winterson, Ninni Holmqvist, Doris Lessing. Also categorizes with other science fiction writers: Mark Chabon, Cormac McCarthy, Micheal Cunningham, Margaret Atwood, Doris Lessing, Jeanette Winterson. 	Critical, but ultimately positive.
NRC Handelsblad	Review (based on the UK edition)	26/10/07	Comparison with Belgian author Peter Verhelst	Partly positive, but overall negative. 
Volkskrant	Review	23/11/07	Literary authors who have let themselves in with science fiction: Kazuo Ishiguro, David Mitchell, Michael Cunningham, Margaret Atwood, Jeanette Winterson.	Relatively objective, leaning towards positive.
Het Parool	Other, namely a list of new titles	29/11/07	X	X
NRC Handelsblad	Other, namely an announcement of the Belle van Zuylen lecture	07/12/07	X	X
NRC Handelsblad	Other, namely a list of new titles	07/12/07	X	Semi-positive
Vrij Nederland	Interview(conducted in Winterson’s home in England, on The Stone Gods and the Belle van Zuylen/lecture)	08/12/07	X	X
Volkskrant	Interview 	14/12/07	X	X
Limburgs Dagblad	Review	18/12/07	Female authors who have written science fiction: Mary Shelley, Margaret Atwood, Doris Lessing, Jeanette Winterson	Positive
De Groene Amsterdammer	Interview	21/12/07	X	X (but does describe Winterson as ‘a phenomenon, a top writer’)
De Standaard	Review	21/12/07	Science fiction writers Margaret Atwood, David Mitchell and Jeanette Winterson. However not as good as Philip K. Dick or J.G. Ballard.	Negative
FD Persoonlijk	Interview	29/12/07	X	X
AvantGarde	Review	29/12/07	Makes a comparison with Orwell’s 1984	X
Trouw	Other, namely a list of new titles	29/12/07	X	X (objective description)
Knack	Interview	05/03/08	X	Negative judgment on novel 
Table 3. De stenen goden reviewed
The theoreticians who have written about literary critics and the attention given to new titles agree that works are more likely to be reviewed if the author’s previous works were also reviewed. The publication of De stenen goden was therefore likely to receive more attention than Wintersons’ previous novels. However, as can be seen from table 2 and 4, upon publication of De stenen goden the novel got less attention than Vuurtorenwachten did when it came out. De stenen goden was discussed 14 times, whereas Vuurtorenwachten received more attention with 23 reviews. This may be due to the inconsistencies in the publicity archives at the publishing house. Comparing tables 3 and 4, one notes that at least 6 interviews have been conducted, even though no material can be found in the archives or on the internet. Adding these 6 interviews to the 14 times De stenen goden received attention would result in a difference of only 3 interviews and/or reviews. This difference might be less or even reversed if all reviews and interviews were accounted for in the publicity archives. However, as it is likely that not all reviews and interviews regarding Vuurtorenwachten were in the archives either, it is questionable if the statistics are reliable to begin with. For future research, it should be noted that publicity archives provide a good starting point but extensive research is needed to draw any final conclusion. 
The interviews and reviews conducted by the established media, such as Volkskrant, were not to be found on the internet. However, several websites were found that published reviews of the novel on the World Wide Web. Examples of these websites that actually published a review of De stenen goden are www.8weekly.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.8weekly.nl​), www.humo.be (​http:​/​​/​www.humo.be​)​[12]​, www.literairnederland.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.literairnederland.nl​), and www.literatuurplein.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.literatuurplein.nl​). Reviews on these websites can be written by anyone and the sites are not required to send their reviews to the publishing house, nor do they receive a reading copy from the publishing house.  The publishing of reviews on the internet is probably a relatively new phenomenon, though reviews of Winterson’s  previous novel may by found on the internet as well. Reviews published on the internet have previously not been taken into account in research on literary critics and reviews. In the future, however, researchers should note that such websites exist and might exert a profound influence on the public. 
	Of the six reviews of De stenen goden, two compared the work to other authors and five categorized the work with three or more other works. Interestingly, Winterson is categorized with Nobel Prize Winner Doris Lessing twice. In the interviews that were conducted, two interviewers asked Winterson about Doris Lessing and her opinion on the awarding of the prize. The prestige of the Nobel Prize, then, rubbed off on her own work. Winterson was also categorized more than once with Michael Cunningham and Margaret Atwood, two renowned authors who have also digressed to science fiction. However, though most categorizations were favourable, De Standaard also categorized De stenen goden unfavourable: it is not as good as Philip K. Dick or J. G. Ballard’s works. By categorizing De stenen goden with works that the reviewer deemed better written, the novel was negatively correlated. Furthermore, three reviewers were ambivalent in their final judgement of the novel. This can be illustrated. The review by Jurgen Tiekstra in NRC Handelsblad of October 16 was highly critical of the novel: ‘All this is not enough to make The Stone Gods a strong novel.’​[13]​ However, Tiekstra did consider Winterson an important writer: ‘On the subject of small relationships Winterson is a great writer.’​[14]​ And ‘These themes appear again in The Stone Gods and yielded strong passages this time as well’​[15]​ 
It is difficult to say if the various literary critics have been influenced by each others' verdict on the novel. Reviewer Julie Philips in Trouw considers De stenen goden Winterson’s ‘most serious and most amusing novel yet,’​[16]​ whereas Nathan Hathuys in De Standaard finds the novel ‘not surprising’ and not as good as her previous novels dealing with environmental issues, such as Sexing the Cherry and Oranges Are Not the Only Fruit. Interestingly, none of the reviewers puts Winterson herself as a literary author under scrutiny. It would therefore seem that literary critics have reached consensus on the qualities or reputation of Winterson as a literary author. Though some consider De stenen goden not to be as good as other works or as her previous works, Winterson as a literary writer is nowhere criticized. In fact, as deemed a practice of literary critics by Verdaasdonk, some even mention what Winterson herself has said about her work or about previous works, or like Sarah Meuleman in Vrij Nederland and Arie Storm in De Groene Amsterdammer actually call her a great novelist. Most reviewers also note that Winterson’s themes return in this novel, such as mother-daughter relationships and the use of different story lines with the same characters. What is new about this novel is that it falls into the genre of science fiction, a genre Winterson had not written in before. 
	Though not all reviews were positive, there is another indicator to establish an author’s reputation: the amount of space dedicated to the review and/or interview. Trouw, Volkskrant and NRC Handelsblad each devoted two, respectively three articles to Jeanette Winterson and her work. These three newspapers are the major national papers. This indicates that their prestige is similar to the prestige they consider Winterson to have. If they had considered her an unimportant author, they would not have dedicated as many articles to her. 
	Each article, including the negative reviews and interviews, mentions the publisher and the Dutch title. Some even mention the Dutch translator, Theo Scholten. However, none of the reviews discuss the quality of the translation. Interestingly, four of the fourteen interviews and articles also mentioned the Belle van Zuylenlezing Winterson was going to give or had given already. The implications of this will be discussed in the following section. 


3.2	Contact Publishers and Utrecht University

An important part of the publicity campaign for De stenen goden was organized together with Utrecht University and SLAU. The role which the university plays in the publicity campaign is particularly important for the symbolic value attributed to Jeanette Winterson and her works. Bourdieu states that as works of art are ‘symbolic objects only if they are known and recognized, that is, socially instituted as works of art and received by spectators capable of knowing and recognizing them as such’ (1993:37), one has to look not only at material production but symbolic production as well. It is after all the symbolic production that produces the meaning and the value of a work of art. As Bourdieu says, one has to look at ‘the whole set of agents whose combined efforts produce consumers capable of knowing and recognizing the work of art as such, in particular teachers’ (37, italics mine). Damrosch also acknowledges the importance of universities and schools for what is to be considered literature or world literature. According to Damrosch, this consideration depends on what is available to read, for instance by what is ‘assigned in courses’ (2000:116). What, then, are the implications of the combined efforts of Contact Publishers and Utrecht University for Winterson’s symbolic value as an artist and De stenen goden as a work of art?
	Utrecht University worked together with Stichting Literaire Activiteiten Utrecht (SLAU) for the organization of the master class and lectures. SLAU was established in 1979 and was given an official status in 1983 (www.slau.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.slau.nl​)). The foundation has grown substantially over the years. It previously organized only literary cafes, but now organizes over thirty different literary activities per year. It works closely together with Utrecht University, Vrede van Utrecht, bookshops in Utrecht, and other organizations. The foundation is mainly subsidized by the city of Utrecht (www.slau.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.slau.nl​)). SLAU also has sister organizations, like Stichting Literaire Activiteiten Amsterdam (SLAA). Winterson has previously worked with SLAA for the publicity campaign of her novel Written on the Body, translated into Dutch as Op het lichaam geschreven and published in 1992. SLAA organized an interview with Winterson about her novel, conducted by journalist Xandra Schutte. This publicity activity was organized together with Contact Publishers. Again, this exemplifies how agents in the field may work together and by this cooperation align themselves with each other.
On Tuesday December 11 2008, SLAU and Utrecht University organized a master class on Jeanette Winterson and her work. The master class was open to all students of Utrecht University. Unfortunately, no information was to be found on the master class. 
In figure 1, organizations such as SLAU do not occupy a position within the literary field. SLAU may be grouped in the box together with “SSSS” (Stichting Schrijvers School en Samenleving) and “leesgezelschap” (reading groups) as these are headed not only under symbolic production but under distribution as well. Van Rees and Dorleijn do not discuss the table nor do they explain why the agents occupy the positions they are given in the table. In my view, placing the SSSS and leesgezelschap under both distribution and symbolic production would mean seeing distribution as the distributing of knowledge about the book, or, in other words, in making consumers aware that the book is available. However, I find this meaning of distribution farfetched. In my view, distribution can only mean the actual distributing of books as book shops and book clubs do. It is not the distributing of the awareness of books. I would rather argue that organizations such as SLAU be placed in figure 1 next to “literaire kritiek” (literary criticism) and “literatuur onderwijs” (literary courses) under the heading of symbolic production only. Though they make the public aware of the available titles, they do not actually distribute books like book clubs or libraries do. Instead, they provide a basis for symbolic production by their associations with other agents in the field.	
On December 12 2007, Jeanette Winterson attended a lecture organised by SLAU and Utrecht University. The lecture was organized for the research group “Textual Culture: Borders and Identities of the OGC.”
 The theme of the afternoon was “rewriting,” focussing on the novels Weight and The Stone Gods. The opening lecture was given by Liedeke Plate, who teaches Gender and Cultural Studies at Radboud University Nijmegen.​[17]​ Her lecture was titled “Mythical Returns: Jeanette Wintersons’s Rewriting of Myth”. The lecture was held at the Sweelinck Room, one of the most prestigious rooms owned by the art faculty. Winterson was asked to respond to the lecture, leading to an open discussion with the research group, led by Rosemarie Buikema, professor of Arts, Culture and Diversity. Among the participants of the discussion were panel members Marlene van Niekerk, herself a writer and holder of the African Chair at Utrecht University, and Annabel van Baren, who recently wrote an MA thesis on Winterson’s work. The lecture was only attended by students of the research group, unlike the master class that was open to students interested. 
	In figure 1, universities hold a position under symbolic production along with literary criticism. However, ‘High school teachers are bearers and distributors of changing literary views. Their role in the symbolic production is smaller than that of literary criticism concerning the canonizing of authors, but presumably bigger when it comes to the literary socializing of potential readers’​[18]​ (Van Rees and Dorleijn 2006: 275. Translation mine). This may not be the case for professors at universities, as Bourdieu states ‘producers cannot fail to pay attention to the judgments of university institutions. They cannot ignore the fact that it is these who will have the last word, and that ultimate consecration can only be accorded them by an authority whose legitimacy is challenged by their entire practice, their entire professional ideology’ (1993:124). Thus, according to Bourdieu universities have the final say in which authors will be consecrated and taught in courses. Universities are thus more powerful in the literary field than literary critics. It is therefore only logical that Contact Publishers were keen to organize several events together with the university, though it is probable that the financially challenged art faculty was unable to pay for Winterson’s contributions. But what the university lacks in economic capital, it makes up for in the ultimately more prestigious symbolic capital. 
	On Thursday December 13 2007, Winterson gave the Belle van Zuylen Lecture at St. John’s Church in Utrecht. The lecture was a joined effort of SLAU, Utrecht University and Stichting Vrede van Utrecht. Vrede van Utrecht honors the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713 by organizing events with artists who want to discuss social and international issues. War and peace, conflict and dialogue are the central subjects. The foundation is an initiative of the city of Utrecht (www.vredevanutrecht.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.vredevanutrecht.nl​)). 
Isabelle de Charrière (20 October 1740-26 December 1805), who was better known as Belle van Zuylen, is Utrecht’s most famous author (www.vredevanutrecht.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.vredevanutrecht.nl​)). The anniversary of her death in 2005 led to the cooperation between SLAU and Vrede van Utrecht to start a series of lectures to honor Belle van Zuylen’s legacy. In her time a controversial author, Belle van Zuylen in the eighteenth century already honoured the concepts of liberty, equality and brotherhood and understood that there was still a lot of inequality between man and woman, rich and poor (www.vredevanutrecht.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.vredevanutrecht.nl​)). In her writings, she broke social conventions by writing about art, science and history, unheard of for a woman. In the series of lectures, SLAU and Vrede van Utrecht wish to approach the unity of Europe from a literary perspective by inviting eminent European authors to contribute with a lecture on an internationally oriented subject (www.vredevanutrecht.nl (​http:​/​​/​www.vredevanutrecht.nl​)). The lecture was subsidized by Nederlands Literair Productie- en Vertalingen Fonds, Lira Fonds, and SNS Reaal. Michaël Zeeman, publicist and journalist, introduced Winterson and after the lecture held a discussion with Winterson on her work and the lecture. The audience was invited to contribute to the discussion. Jeanette Winterson is the third author to deliver the lecture. The other authors who have given the Belle van Zuylen Lecture were German poet and essayist Hans Magnus Enzensberger and Dutch author Nelleke Noordervliet. Winterson’s lecture was titled “The cup, the knife, the coat, and the remedy” and dealt with Winterson’s view on art and the state of the world today. Tickets were available for 10 euros. None of the profits went to Contact Publishers. 
Contact Publishers did not benefit economically from Winterson’s publicity tour. In fact, it cost the publishing house money to bring Winterson over from the United Kingdom and to put her up in a hotel during the campaign. The publishing house did benefit symbolically from the publicity tour. But was this a conscious strategy? Bourdieu terms each position-taking a (semi-)conscious strategy: 

intellectual or artistic position-takings are also always semi-conscious strategies in a game in which the conquest of cultural legitimacy and of the concomitant power of legitimate symbolic violence is at stake. […] There is no cultural position-taking that cannot be submitted to a double interpretation: it can be related, on the one hand, to the universe of cultural position-takings constituent of the specifically cultural field; on the other hand, it can be interpreted as a consciously or unconsciously oriented strategy elaborated in relation to the field of allied or hostile positions. (137)

Though Winterson’s publicity campaign was not a strategy to obtain a new position per se, it may be seen as a strategy to strengthen the position of the publishing house as a literary house with literary authors. Some of the actions can be considered conscious. For instance, at each lecture given by Winterson, Contact Publishers had a local bookstore sell copies of De stenen goden to the audience. The publishing house had asked Winterson to agree to do a signing session after each lecture, ensuring that the audience would want to buy a copy of the book to have it signed. The name of the publishing house appeared on all brochures issued on the Belle van Zuylen Lecture and all other activities organized by SLAU. It therefore obtained free publicity whenever SLAU did activities to promote the lectures and the master class. Likewise, SLAU had a bookmark made on the Belle van Zuylen Lecture which was then put in each copy of De stenen goden by Contact Publishers. These may all be considered conscious strategies to maintain a firm position in the literary field and to link one’s prestige to the prestige of the other agent. 







This thesis has argued that Bourdieu’s theory of the literary field and its agents provide an excellent explanation of the way in which literary works come to be considered “literature.” His theory therefore provides a deeper understanding of the way in which literary works ultimately become works of “world literature” as defined by Damrosch. 
	However, there are a few problems with Bourdieu’s theory. For this thesis, the main problem was that it is unclear whether or not Bourdieu speaks of literary fields in national terms. In his own research he applies his notions of “literary field,” “symbolic production,” and “agents” only to France in the nineteenth century. Furthermore, as has been noted by several theoreticians, Bourdieu has not attempted to conduct empirical research with his theory. More empirical studies with his theory are needed. In this thesis Bourdieu’s notion of the literary field was taken to be national and taken to be more explicable than Damrosch’s notion of literary systems. 
	The basic assumption in both Damrosch’s and Bourdieu’s theories, namely that it is the agents in the literary field who determine what is considered literature, was clearly demonstrated in this thesis. The agents that were discussed, namely Contact Publishers, reviewers, the translator Theo Scholten, the Fonds voor de Letteren, and Utrecht University, align by their mutual interest in the novel. Their alignment indicates that each considers the other agent to have the same prestige as they do. Furthermore, by their alignment they mutually assign prestige. The reputation of the various agents previous to the publication of De stenen goden was therefore highly important, as their respective reputations determine the reception of this new novel. Contact Publishers’ reputation was established over time as the publishing house acquired cultural capital. Jeanette Winterson’s reputation was established by the consensus on her work that was reached by the reviewers of her work. This was clearly demonstrated as some of the literary critics were critical of her latest novel, but not about her capacities or reputation as a literary author. In the analysis of the Dutch literary field it was demonstrated that reputations may change over time and with them the concept of literature. 
By the analysis of the publicity campaign it was demonstrated that agents in the field can work together. The cooperation can mean the accumulation of cultural capital for the agents involved. A major part of the publicity campaign for De stenen goden was the cooperation between Contact Publishers and Utrecht University. This was an especially fruitful cooperation as the consecration by universities ultimately ensures authors a lasting reputation and therefore assigns the publishing house more cultural capital. 
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^1	  The Dutch blurb reads: ‘De stenen goden is een levendig en alarmerend verhaal, of, beter gezegd, een bijtend klaaglied om onze ongeneeslijk onbesuisde soort’ – The Guardian‘Ze is een soort tovenaar. Ze kan alles.’ – Ali Smith
^2	  In the original Dutch the quote reads: ‘Niet alleen varieert het tempo waarin ideeën en organisatievormen uit het ene land in het andere land geassimileerd en vervolgens getransformeerd worden, ook de manier waarop een cultureel veld is ingebed in het veld van de macht en in dat van klassenrelaties varieert al naar gelang de verdeling van de macht en de organisatie van klassenrelaties. in een samenleving.’
^3	  Bourdieu uses the term “consecration” for what other theoreticians would term “canonization”. What is at stake in the literary field is ‘the monopoly of the power to consecrate producers or products. […] The consecrated writer is the one who has the power to consecrate and to win assent when he or she consecrates an author or a work – with a preface, a favourable review, a prize etc.’ (1993:42) 
^4	  In the original Dutch the quote reads: Wat wordt waargenomen als de kwaliteit van een product blijkt dan verbonden met kwaliteitsdimensies van materiële producenten (het prestige van uitgeverijen), distributeurs (eliteboekhandel tegenover boekenclub of kruideniers, benzinepompen en supermarkten), symbolische actoren (gezaghebbende critici en gerenommeerde periodieken die hun recensies publiceren) eerder dan met de vermeende intrinsieke eigenschappen van het betreffende werk.
^5	  I have had several conversations with Van der Pluijm discussing this distinction. According to Van der Pluijm, there is no such thing as a non-commercial publishing house as all houses survive by having at least one bestseller. Having these bestsellers provides the economic basis to publish works that are less commercial, such as poetry. 
^6	  A literal translation would be the “Fund for the Letters” 
^7	  All the information on Theo Scholten’s career I have received from the translator himself, who was so kind as to send me an overview of his career along with the letters he received from the Fonds voor de Letteren.
^8	  The original Dutch quote reads:  Het Fonds voor de Letteren adviseert sinds midden jaren zestig over de toekenning van een uitdijend en veranderlijk stelsel van financiële ondersteuningsvormen aan auteurs en vertalers, waaronder de reeds lang bestaande ‘werkbeurzen’ en ‘stimuleringsbeurzen.
^9	  In the Dutch original the quote reads: ‘De projectbeurs is bestemd voor de vertaling van Jeanette Winterson, The Stone Gods. De literaire kwaliteit van de brontekst werd als redelijk gewaardeerd. De moeilijkheidsgraad van de vertaling werd hoger dan gemiddeld geacht. In het kader van deze aanvraag is over uw recente vertaling Amerikaanse jeugd van Phil Lamarche [sic] nog een advies ingewonnen. De kwaliteit van deze vertaling werd als redelijk tot goed gewaard, overeenkomstig de beoordeling in de stimuleringsregeling.’ 
^10	  In the Dutch original the quote reads: ‘vanuit een netwerkperspectief zijn de meeste commissieleden ook nog gelieerd aan andere belangen: als auteur bij een bepaalde uitgeverij waartoe ook bepaalde collega-auteurs behoren of als criticus bij een periodiek dat staat voor een bepaalde literatuuropvatting.’
^11	  In the Dutch original the quote read: ‘aan twee vertaaldeskundigen voorgelegd en overwegend positief beoordeeld was.’
^12	  Humo is a Flemish TV guide. It is therefore highly likely that the review was printed in the guide before it was published on the internet. Other established media may also publish their printed reviews on the internet, but some internet pages are open to subscribers only. This may account for the reason that a review was found on the homepage of Humo but not on the homepage of Volkskrant. 
^13	  The original Dutch quote reads: ‘Dit alles is te weinig om van The Stone Gods een sterke roman te maken.’
^14	  The original Dutch quote reads: ‘Op het vlak van de kleine relaties is Winterson een groot schrijfster.’
^15	  The original Dutch quote reads: ‘Deze thema’s komen in The Stone Gods opnieuw aan het bod en leveren ook dit keer ijzersterke passages op.’
^16	  The original Dutch quote reads: ‘haar meest serieuze en amusante roman tot nu toe.’
^17	  Liedeke Plate previously held a chair at Utrecht University and was therefore invited to give her view on Winterson’s work
^18	  In the Dutch original the quote reads: ‘Leraren in het voorgezet onderwijs zijn dragers en verbreiders van veranderde literatuuropvattingen. Hun rol in de symbolische productie is geringer dan die van de literatuurkritiek wat betreft de canonisering van auteurs, maar vermoedelijk groter als het gaat om de literaire socialisatie van potentiële lezers’
